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directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: the 
Examiner contacted Mr. Knapp to further amend claims 1-4, 7-23 and 27 in order to overcome prior art rejection of 
claims 1-4, 7-23 and 27 in view of newly discovered prior art reference Urayama et al (USPN 6650061). Mr. Knapp 
reviewd the Urayama et al prior art reference and proposed the Examiner amendment of at least independent clams 1, 
7 and 17 to patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the Urayama et al prior art reference. Mr. Knapp agreed 
to submit the formal amendment of at least independent claims 1, 7 and 17 by Fax to the Examiner for consideration.. 



